The Role of Disability and Accessibility in Corporate Sustainability Reporting by Vogelauer, Christian et al.




Although companies increasingly focus on the social dimension in corporate sustainability, 
there seems to be a lack of understanding how and to what extent disability & accessibility 
(D&A) frameworks and activities are integrated in corporate sustainability reports. In this 
article, we aim to close this gap by a) analyzing the disability & accessibility activities from 
the largest 50 companies in Europe based on their corporate sustainability reports, and b) 
advancing a simplified conceptual framework for D&A that can be used in corporate 
reporting. In particular, we provide an overview about corporate D&A reporting and 
associated activities according to three identified areas: a) workforce, b) workplace, and c) 
products and services. Our findings are twofold: First, the majority of the companies address 
disability & accessibility in their corporate sustainability reports mainly under the diversity 
umbrella, but lack a detailed debate about the three identified areas. Second, we found that 
existing frameworks for D&A are hardly used because either they are not focused on 
corporate reporting or seem too difficult or complicated to complete. Thus, our framework not 
only represents a first opportunity to foster the implementation of a D&A framework within 
the social dimension of corporate sustainability reports, but also presents a holistic yet flexible 
management tool that takes into account the most critical elements while shaping 
implementation, directing evaluation and encouraging future planning of D&A initiatives. As 
such, this study contributes to and extends the limited amount of research of D&A activities 
in the social dimension in corporate sustainability reporting.   
 
1. Introduction 
As a response to a higher global public awareness and sensitivity to the contributing role that 
business organizations play in ecological, social and economic problems, there is a growing 
readiness for the world's largest companies to demonstrate their commitment to corporate 
sustainability. In this context, increasing numbers of organizations appear willing to report 
their economic, social and ecological sustainability performance and this is further supported 
by the growth in reporting standards such as the global reporting initiative (GRI) (Maas, 
Schaltegger, & Crutzen, 2016). As a consequence, more than three quarters of companies 
issue sustainability reports and have expanded their reporting e.g. by linking their activities to 
the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) or acknowledging human 
rights as a business issue (KPMG, 2017). Moreover, while former sustainability reports have 
focused more on the ecological or environmental dimension of sustainability, a shift towards 
the social dimension in corporate reporting can be observed (Missimer, Robèrt, & Broman, 
2017).  
However, while a rigorous debate has developed around the concept of environmental 
sustainability, its definition, indicators and measurements and its application and realization 
(McKenzie, 2004), scholars found that the situation is much less clear concerning social 
sustainability and is still receiving less recognition in comparison to the economic and 
environmental aspects (Vallance, Perkins, & Dixon, 2011). In particular, although the social 
dimension has been increasingly incorporated in corporate sustainability reporting, it seems 
that the ‘disability and accessibility’ (D&A hereafter) aspect in corporate sustainability 
reporting has largely been neglected.  
In this article, we argue that the D&A aspect is not only under-researched from an academic 
perspective, but also under-represented from corporate reporting viewpoint. In fact, despite 
the crucial importance of D&A in the context of the social dimension in corporate 
sustainability reporting, the latest research articles as well as corporate reports on the social 
dimension often lack not only any form of systematic or adequate discussion on this topic, but 
are also fail to present consolidated and generally accepted frameworks (KPMG, 2017). This 
is somewhat surprising, given that almost 15 per cent of the world’s population live with 
some type of disability (Nations, 2016; WHO, 2011) and thus represent a significant amount 
of the global workforce (Amla, 2008). In an attempt to address this gap, we present a 
simplified and comprehensively designed D&A management framework (DAMF) that not 
only helps to better understand and categorize D&A activities and disseminate the knowledge 
between academics and managers, but also provide a practical conceptual foundation for 
practitioners in the field of corporate sustainability reporting as well as academics in 
advancing state-of-art reporting and scholarship in this crucial space.  
As the D&A aspect can be regarded as a reporting element in its infancy, an examination of 
the current state of D&A reporting in the latest existing corporate sustainability reports from 
the 50 largest companies in Europe would provide a good opportunity to categorize and 
synthesize the existing literature. Thus, the aim of this paper is threefold. First, we propose a 
new simplified DAMF framework from a corporate point of view with a focus on the social 
dimension that can be used in a corporate sustainability reporting context. Second, we 
examine and analyse the corporate sustainability reports of the largest 100 companies in 
Europe according to the D&A activities for three identified areas workforce, workplace and 
product & services. Third, we use the findings to highlight gaps and future research directions 
that can prompt further debate and investigation into this important yet neglected field of 
study. 
The remaining paper is structured as follows: In the next section, the scope and characteristics 
of D&A are identified, and key elements of the proposed DAMF are outlined. This is 
followed by the description of the methodology used to perform our analysis of the corporate 
sustainability reports of the 50 largest companies in Europe. Next, the main findings from the 
analysis are presented, followed by a discussion about the current state of D&A activities of 
the companies with regard to workforce, workplace and product & services. Finally, a 
research agenda is proposed which is built on current gaps in the literature and provide 
directions for future research. 
 
2. Scope and characteristics of Disability & Accessibility (D&A) Management  
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate sustainability are increasingly of strategic 
importance for business and corporations (Babiak & Trendafilova, 2011; Lee, Herold, & Yu, 
2016). While CSR and corporate sustainability are similar concepts and both include three 
dimensions, namely social, environmental and economic, corporate sustainability can be 
regarded as more substantial concept (Baumgartner, 2014; Breitbarth & Herold, 2018; Van 
Marrewijk, 2003) where businesses focus on contributions to the ‘sustainable development’ 
(see Brundtland, 1987) by implementing sustainable practices in a corporate context (Gray, 
2006; Herold, Farr‐Wharton, Lee, & Groschopf, 2018; Herold & Lee, 2019; Herremans, 
Nazari, & Mahmoudian, 2016; Kolk, 2003; Milne & Gray, 2013). To communicate those 
practices, companies disclose information about their social and environmental dimensions in 
form of corporate sustainability reports.  
But although the social dimension in corporate sustainability reporting is of increasing 
importance for business, it has so far received less attention than the ecological dimension 
(Griessler & Littig, 2005). In fact, the social dimension of sustainability can also be regarded 
as the least developed dimension of sustainability (Cuthill, 2010; Dempsey, Bramley, Power, 
& Brown, 2011; Kunz, 2006) and recent scholars have shown the need for further 
development of the social dimension (e.g. Eizenberg & Jabareen, 2017; Missimer, 2013; 
Wolbring & Rybchinski, 2013). This lack of reporting is particular true for the D&A aspect of 
the social dimension (see Cordero, de Zúñiga, & Rueda, 2014), despite its high relevance for 
the workforce (Vallance et al., 2011; Wolbring, Mackay, Rybchinski, & Noga, 2013) and its 
specific reference in the United Nations Sustainability Development Goals (UN SDGs). 
Although D&A is mentioned in six SDGs, corporate reporting is mainly linked to three SDGs, 
namely to Goal 8 to “achieve full and productive employment and decent work for all women 
and men […] including for persons with disabilities” (United Nations, 2015a), to Goal 10 to 
“reduce inequality [….] by empowering and promoting the social, economic and political 
inclusion of all, including persons with disabilities (ref)” and  to Goal 17 to “increase 
significantly the availability of high-quality, timely and reliable data disaggregated by […] 
disability […] relevant in national contexts” (United Nations, 2015b).  
From a corporate reporting view, the GRI framework provided the first set of guidelines and 
can be regarded as ‘the de facto global standard’ for sustainability reporting by the leading 
global companies (Hahn & Lülfs, 2014). However, companies often find the GRI frameworks 
too time-consuming with too much emphasis on accounting indicators (Knudsen, 2006), 
which is also true for the D&A aspect, as the GRI framework (ref) also provides extensive 
reporting guidelines on six categories with 31 exhaustive and details indicators. In particular, 
the GRI framework includes ‘Organizational governance and values’ (with five core 
performance indicators), ‘Embedding respect’(with seven core performance indicators), 
‘Employment and decent work’ (with five core performance indicators), ‘Accessibility’ (with 
six core performance indicators), ‘Business relationships’ (with four core performance 
indicators) and ‘Community’ (with four core performance indicators) in their reporting 
guidelines. Given the effort to complete these indicators, the GRI guidelines can be seen as a 
framework that promotes a ‘managerialist’ approach (i.e. a box ticking exercise) to 
sustainability rather than an informed approach (i.e. being a sustainable member of society) 
and is often considered too difficult and too complicated to complete (Dumay, Guthrie, & 
Farneti, 2010). 
In response, we propose a new simplified Disability & Accessibility Management Framework 
(DAMF) that provides a conceptual foundation to report corporate D&A initiatives and 
activities under the sustainability umbrella (see Fig. 1). Although the GRI and the SDGs 
mention mainly disability in their goals, these statements are strongly related to accessibility, 
but it is important to distinguish between those elements, in particular from corporate 
viewpoint. While disability can be regarded as an umbrella term that covers impairment and 
activity limitations, disability from a corporate view could be viewed as a specialized area of 
human resources, to support efforts by employers to better integrate and retain workers with 
disabilities (Disabled World, 2019). Thus, disability in a company context is related to the 
workforce, i.e. to the persons employed. 
In contrast, accessibility can be defined as the ‘ability to access’ environments and products & 
services, for people with disabilities. As such, from a corporate viewpoint, accessibility is 
related to a) the workplace, i.e. representing a disability-inclusive workplace that ensures both 
‘direct access’ (i.e. unassisted) and ‘indirect access’ meaning compatibility with a person's 
assistive technology (for example, computer screen readers), and b) the products & services of 
a company, i.e. using universal design to create products that are usable by people with the 
widest possible range of abilities and operating within the widest possible range of situations 
(such as a website that can be navigated effectively by people with visual impairments).  
 
 
Fig. 1: The Disability and Accessibility Framework (DAMF) 
From a social sustainability reporting viewpoint, we argue that these three key pillars 
consisting of ‘Workforce’, ‘Workplace’ and ‘Products & Services’ not only provide a 
simplified overview about the importance of the role of D&A in corporate sustainability 
reporting, but also build a conceptual foundation to categorize the corporate D&A initiatives 
and activities. In order to understand the degree of a company’s involvement in D&A, each 
pillar distinguishes between three reporting elements from low relevance to high relevance, 
ranging from ‘Inclusion’ over ‘Actions’ to ‘Strategic’ (see Fig. 1). 
This can also be seen as a response or an offer to the corporate world to address the lack of a 
cohesive strategy to generate the data needed in a consistent and methodological accepted 
way for D&A reporting. The next section presents the methodology behind the data collection 
and explains in detail the factors and sub-points that are used to analyze the extent of D&A 
reporting in corporate sustainability reporting. 
 
3. Methodology 
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To address the research aim of examining the aspects of D&A which are included in corporate 
sustainability reporting, the D&A categories as identified in the framework were analysed. In 
particular, we adopted an interpretative content analysis approach of the statements and 
declarations of the corporate sustainability reports from the 50 largest companies in Europe 
according to Euro Stoxx in June 2019. Euro Stoxx is an index of Eurozone stocks 
representing fifty of the largest and most liquid blue-chip stocks (Euro Stoxx, 2019). Euro 
Stoxx were chosen because the information provided serves as an underlying source for many 
strategy indices the index accurately represents the performance of only the biggest and most 
liquid stocks. Consequently, the companies listed in Euro Stoxx 50 provide an ideal example 
to assess the extent of D&A reporting.  
Adopting interpretative content analysis (see e.g. Baxter, 1991) provides in-depth insights into 
the reporting behavior of the companies and enables a discussion of the D&A activities. It is 
therefore not a quantitative comparison of disability activities, goals and/or achievements. 
Rather, interpretative analysis captures meaning by disaggregating narrative into its 
constituent parts and then describing the contents of each disaggregated component (e.g., 
Cormier & Gordon, 2001; Milne, Tregidga, & Walton, 2003). The capture of the actual 
content of narrative is important when researchers are interested in understanding disclosure 
practice (e.g., Hammond & Miles, 2004). Thus interpretative studies aim to gain a greater 
understanding of what is communicated and how meaning is understood (e.g., Laine, 2005). 
They are therefore concerned with the quality, richness or qualitative character of the 
narrative. In other words, interpretative analysis is the contextualization of communication, 
and seeks to reveal the meanings and motivations behind statements in corporate reporting 
and in this case, how much importance and to what extent D&A activities are represented in 
the corporate sustainability reporting of the largest 50 companies in Europe. 
The majority of the companies publishes corporate sustainability reports on an annual basis 
(although some companies call it ‘corporate social reporting’, ‘corporate social responsibility’ 
or ‘corporate citizenship’ reports), and the latest ones were chosen. In particular, this study 
focuses on reports from 2018, and where no 2018 report was available, a 2017 report was 
chosen.  
To assess to what extent DA& activities were represented in the corporate reports, we 
followed the structure of the DMAF’s three categories: (1) disability - workforce; (2) 
accessibility – workplace; and (3) accessibility – products & services (see Fig. 1). To 
distinguish the relevance of the D&A activities, each pillar is further split into elements from 
low relevance to high relevance, ranging from ‘Inclusion’ (indicating low relevance), 
‘Actions’ (indicating medium relevance) and ‘Strategic’ (indicating high relevance). 
The first category investigates the disability activities in corporate reporting – that is, how the 
workforce of disabled people was reported and what activities and initiatives were described 
by employers to better integrate and retain workers with disabilities. Strongly related to 
human resources management, disability activities may include the proportion of disabled 
people per organization or country and what training or educational programs are provided to 
disabled and non-disabled employees. Apart from that, we also assessed if the programs or 
activities had a strategic, i.e. a long-term intention or commitment. Consequently, and in line 
with our approach to distinguish the relevance of activities, we divided the disability category 
into ‘Inclusion’ (e.g. how many disabled people are reported), Actions (e.g. programs that 
train or educate employees in the context of disability) and Strategic (e.g. a long-term 
commitment of the company to disabled people). 
The second category examines the physical and digital accessibility activities in corporate 
reporting – that is, how the workplace accessibility for disabled people is reported and what 
activities and initiatives are described to ensures both ‘direct access’ (i.e. unassisted) and 
‘indirect access’ (assistive technology), thus representing disability-inclusive workplace. 
Physical and digital accessibility activities may include the resources needed at the workplace 
for disabled people (e.g. elevators, ramps, etc) or assistive technology (e.g. computer screen 
readers). Again, we also assessed if the programs or activities have a strategic, i.e. a long-term 
intention or commitment. As such, we divided the physical and digital accessibility category 
into ‘Inclusion’ (e.g. is accessibility in the context of disabled people mentioned), ‘Actions’ 
(e.g. programs that enhance the accessibility at the workplace) and ‘Strategic’ (e.g. a long-
term commitment of the company to enhance accessibility). 
The third category deals with the universal design of accessibility activities in corporate 
reporting – that is, how products & services in the context of accessibility is reported and 
what corporate products & services are created that are used by disabled people inside and 
outside the company. Universal design accessibility activities include products & services 
with the widest possible range of abilities and operating within the widest possible range of 
situations (such as a website that can be navigated effectively by people with visual 
impairments). Again, we also assess if the programs or activities have a strategic, i.e. a long-
term intention or commitment. To distinguish between these activities, we again divided the 
universal design accessibility category into ‘Inclusion’ (e.g. mentioning of accessible products 
& services for disabled people), ‘Actions’ (e.g. programs that enhance the accessibility of 
products & services) and ‘Strategic’ (e.g. a long-term commitment of the company to enhance 
the accessibility of products & services). 
 
4. Discussion of Results 
In this section, we present the results from our analysis of the D&A activities of the 50 largest 
companies in Europe according to their corporate sustainability reports. The analysis is based 
on the newly developed DAMF framework and the associated key pillars ‘Workforce’, 
‘Workplace’ and ‘Products & Services’. ‘Inclusion’ activities reflect the existence of D&A in 
a respective corporate report, i.e. it shows that D&A are part of sustainability activities and 
are incorporated in the reporting structure. ‘Actions’ refers to activities that are related to 
specific D&A projects (e.g. education, awareness, infrastructure), while ‘Strategic’ activities 
reflect not only a long-term approach, but the reporting emphasizes D&A activities with a 
mission statement.   
Distinguishing between D&A activities, it could be observed that the majority of the 
companies focus on the disability, thus from the workforce perspective, 74 per cent (37 out 50 
reports) mentioned disability in their reports. In contrast, discussing or mentioning products & 
services with regard to D&A seems not be a focus of companies so far, with only 8 per cent (4 
out of 50) mentioning specific D&A products & services. From a workplace perspective, only 
10 per cent (5 out of 50) reports discuss or mention D&A activities, thus leaving disability 
and workforce issue as the most prominent driver of D&A reporting in European companies. 
The details of the results including to what extent each element was represented in the 
corporate reports of the 50 largest companies in Europe is discussed below. 
 
4.1 Disability – Workforce 
From a workforce or human resources viewpoint, the majority of companies, representing 74 
per cent (37 out of 50), include ‘Disability’ and mention disabled persons in their corporate 
sustainability reports, mainly under the ‘diversity and inclusion’ section. The statements range 
from focusing “on employees who experience disability” (ING, 2018, p. 38), “advance 
inclusion of employees and customers with disabilities” (Allianz, 2018, p. 65), to “integrating 
people with disabilities into our organization” (EON, 2018, p. 71). Within these reports, 36 
per cent (18 out 50) report the number of disabled people working in the organization.  
With regard to actions for disabled people, 34 per cent (17 out of 50) reported projects that 
specifically dealt with disabled people in the organization. For example, some had “signed 
collective agreements or taken measures to support people with disabilities (recruitment, 
accessibility, training, awareness-raising measures)” (BNP Paribas, 2017, p. 75) or “working 
on part-time contracts in the bakery and stationary departments” for disabled people (Auchan, 
2017, p. 16). Some were “cooperating with the severely handicapped persons’ representative 
to put together a plan of action for taking on disabled trainees” (Daimler, 2018, p. 99) or 
working together with other disability consultancies “to increase our understanding of the 
needs of disabled candidates in our application and hiring processes” (BP, 2018, p. 57). Some 
companies also referred to the SDG goals in their reports or highlight their engagement with 
the International Labour Organization (ILO).  
From a strategic perspective, only one company, Auchan seems to have integrated disability 
as an integral part of the company’s mission. The reporting about people disabilities stretched 
over two pages and list specific educational projects in several countries and cooperation with 
non-government organizations (NGOs) for further inclusion.  
Overall, although almost three quarters of the companies included and mentioned them in 
their respective corporate reports, it seems that disability reporting and activities play rather a 
minor role in corporate sustainability reporting. D&A activities were mostly mentioned 
among other activities in the ‘diversity and inclusion’ section, and thus were only mentioned 
briefly without any extensive description or analysis. From a pure ‘action’ perspective, more 
than one third of the companies were involved in specific projects with NGOs or 
consultancies that were supporting disabled people or mention the SDG goals in their 
reporting. Strategically, all but one company did not seem to have a long-term commitment or 
a mission statement with regard to disability in the workforce, thus amplifying the conclusion 
that disability lacked importance in corporate sustainability reporting.  
 
4.2 Accessibility – Workplace 
In contrast to reporting about disability and a disabled workforce, accessibility at workplace 
seems to play a smaller role in the corporate reporting of the 50 largest European companies. 
Only 10 per cent (5 out 50) of the companies included or mentioned workplace-accessibility 
activities in their corporate reports. The statements range from fostering “a culture of 
inclusion” and ensuring “our workplaces are accessible for people with disabilities (Deutsche 
Telekom, 2017, p. 18) to paying “particular attention to the integration of employees with 
disabilities” (Volkswagen, 2018, p. 70). The remaining companies, representing 90 per cent 
(45 out of 50), seemed to neglect accessibility at the workplace in their corporate reports. 
With regard to actions for disabled people, the same 10 per cent (5 out of 50) reported 
projects that specifically dealt with accessibility in the workplace. These projects are often 
related to specific action plans, for example, Deutsche Telekom has introduced “Living 
Diversity – Inclusion@DT” action plan (p. 122), while Siemens introduced 
“Ability@Siemens” (p. 18), which strives to a create a barriers-free work environment, e.g. 
the use of elevators, having subtitles underneath videos, or providing transcriptions that can 
be read out loud when using a computer. Other companies set up specifically workshops and 
workstations for people with disabilities (Volkswagen, 2018), provide wheelchair access at 
call centres (Munich RE, 2018) or offer training in sign language to all employees (Auchan, 
2017). 
From a strategic perspective, it seems that Deutsche Telekom as well as Siemens with their 
statements and action plans (“Living Diversity – Inclusion@DT” and “Ability@Siemens”, 
respectively) could be regarded as a long-term commitment, although a specific mission 
statement could not be identified. Moreover, Auchan seems also to have accessibility at the 
workplace integrated in their reports, thus reflecting a strategic approach. For example, to 
heighten customer awareness of employees with disabilities, the presence of cash register 
attendants who are deaf or hard of hearing is indicated by specific signage at the registers. 
Overall, only one in ten companies include activities regarding physical and digital 
accessibility in their corporate sustainability reporting. If accessibility in the context of 
physical and digital access was mentioned, the reports often refer to general descriptions and 
terms without mentioning specific actions or showing any inclusion examples. However, the 
same ten per cent that mention physical and digital accessibility activities in their reports, 
seem to have also developed specific programs and actions that specifically deal with 
accessibility in the workplace. Six per cent of the companies even have developed types of 
specific inclusion or accessibility statements and slogans to guide and support workplace 
actions. 
D&A activities were mostly mentioned among other activities in the ‘diversity and inclusion’ 
section, thus only mentioned briefly without any extensive description or analysis. From a 
pure ‘action’ perspective, more than one third of the companies were involved in specific 
projects with NGOs or consultancies to support disabled people or mention the SDG goals in 
their reporting. Strategically, all but one company did not seem to have a long-term 
commitment or a mission statement with regard to disabled workforce, thus supporting the 
conclusion that accessibility is rather neglected in corporate sustainability reporting.  
 
4.3 Accessibility - Products & Services 
Similar to the accessibility at the workplace, the accessibility of products & services seemed 
to also be a neglected issue in the corporate reporting of the 50 largest European companies. 
Again, only 10 per cent (5 out of 50) of the companies included or mentioned products & 
services-accessibility activities in their corporate reports. The statements ranged from “the 
development of products and services adapted to the needs of people with disabilities, turning 
innovative and disruptive ideas into reality“ (Telefonica, 2018, p. 41) to supporting 
“individuals with special mobility needs. For an individual with a disability, accessible 
mobility can offer an increased level of independence” (Fiat Chrysler Automobiles, 2018, p. 
87). The remaining companies, representing 90 per cent (45 out of 50), seemed to neglect 
accessibility for the products & services in their corporate reports. 
With regard to actions for products & services, only 6 per cent (3 out of 50) reported projects 
that specifically dealt with accessibility for products & services. For example, Telefonica 
(2018) worked closely with leading disability associations to develop products & services, 
while Fiat (2018) provided “assistance toward the purchase of appropriate customizable 
adaptive equipment” (p. 87) for disabled customers, including assistance with a range of 
administrative, legal and technical issues, fitness-to-drive screening assessments, and 
information on test drives.  
From a strategic perspective, it seemed that only Fiat and Telefonica had a long-term 
commitment to accessible products and services. Telefonica, for example, had introduced the 
concept of ‘Design for All’, incorporating accessibility in their processes, products and 
services from design stage, where training and awareness raising activities for employees 
were organized, in particular, for the developers of Telefonica’s channels and solutions.   
Overall, similarly to the previous section, only one in ten companies include activities 
regarding universal design accessibility in their corporate sustainability reporting. If 
accessibility in the context of universal design is mentioned, the statements in the reports 
range from rather general descriptions and terms without mentioning specific actions to 
concrete implementing of ideas. As such, based on their corporate sustainability reports, it can 
be concluded that six per cent of the companies had developed specific universal design 
products and services that are custom-tailored for disabled people. Four per cent of the 
companies had even developed specific inclusion or accessibility statements represent the 
company commitment to creating accessible products and services. 
 
5. Conclusion  
The results provide interesting insights into the D&A reporting of the 50 largest companies in 
Europe in 2017 and 2018. Our examination in corporate sustainability revealed substantial 
differences between the companies’ approach towards D&A categories and the reporting 
elements. The overall degree of D&A reporting can be considered as rather low. Although 
almost three quarters of the companies included and mentioned disability in their respective 
corporate reports, it seems that disability reporting and activities play rather a minor role in 
corporate sustainability reporting. Disability activities were mostly mentioned among other 
activities in the ‘diversity and inclusion’ section, thus often only mentioned briefly without 
any extensive description or analysis. From a pure ‘action’ perspective, more than one third of 
the companies reported being involved in specific projects with NGOs or consultancies that 
support disabled people or mention the SDG goals in their reporting. Strategically, all but one 
company did not seem to have a long-term commitment or a mission statement with regard to 
disabled workers, thus supporting the conclusion that disability lacks importance in corporate 
sustainability reporting.  
From a physical and digital accessibility perspective only one in ten companies included 
activities in their corporate sustainability reporting. When accessibility in the context of 
physical and digital access was mentioned, the reports often referred to general descriptions 
and terms without mentioning specific actions or showing any inclusion examples. However, 
the same ten per cent that mentioned physical and digital accessibility activities in their 
reports, seemed to have also developed specific programs and actions that specifically deal 
with accessibility in the workplace. Three companies even had developed types of specific 
inclusion or accessibility statements and slogans to guide and support workplace actions. 
Only one in ten companies included activities regarding universal design accessibility in their 
corporate sustainability reporting. If accessibility in the context of universal design was 
mentioned, the statements in the reports ranged from rather general descriptions and terms 
without mentioning specific actions to concrete implementing of ideas. As such, six per cent 
of the companies had developed specific universal design products and services custom-
tailored for disabled people. Four per cent of the companies had even  developed types of 
specific inclusion or accessibility statements to represent the company’s commitment to 
creating accessible products and services. 
The results of the analysis must be interpreted in the light of its limitations. The sample size is 
quite small withy only 50 reports, limiting the generalizability of the results. However, we 
could observe a decline in reporting in correlation with market size, so we do not expect a 
more extensive D&A reporting of smaller companies to yield additional information. Like all 
approaches adopting interpretative content analysis, the data analysis is inherently narrative, 
as it relies on reported information as reflective of corporate actions and intent. In addition, 
the analysis comprised only corporate sustainability reports, and it may be the case that 
different or more extensive disclosure is made elsewhere. We invite future research to expand 
the research either in another country setting or using a more comprehensive data set. 
Interestingly, in the absence of any regulatory requirements, this relatively new GRI 
framework from 2015 on disability seems to be hardly used in current practice. As such, we 
conclude that D&A reporting is still in its infancy, and as organizations are increasingly under 
pressure to incorporate the social side of sustainability, our framework may help to drive a 
simplified D&A reporting approach and provide a theoretical foundation to assess the extent 
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